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Sear Mr. Chairman:

In response to-your recuest, | will summarize the principal trends

in the defense budgets and postures of the United States and the

Scviat Union. ‘1 will also indicate how these trends .are affecting - ' :
the key military balances between East and West and what dangers - N
to our interests. 1 foresee in the years ahead. o ) S

in order to assess the implications of the saljent brends, ik is ' ol
¢szential to be clear about the objectives that we seek ta achieve

vith cur defense establishment. Our fundamental goal is the deter- ) -
rence of any attack on our vital interests. Our defense establish~ i
mznt also provides the underpinning for the conduct of diplomacy in . :
pursuit of a wide range of fqﬁejgn policy shjectives.. . . .-

In order to achieve these ob]ec;[ye$3'the United States ~~ along

with its allies -- must maimtain o worldwide military balance. Any
assessment of this balance, as it now staads or may exist in the
future, is bound. to be affected by a number of uncertainties (which
will increase ‘as'our intelligence budget declines). But since the
Scvizt Union is both cur main potential rival and the only ather
Suparpower, an important way of gauging the equilibrium is to compare
our o efforts with those of.the~50viqts.' ’ ) '

first preference is to achieve.an appropriate and stable military i
ance by means of equitable arms limitation agreements, and to do so
ugh negatiations such as are underway in SALT and HBFR. But e -
Le prepared to maintain the balance by unilateral weons i neceg—
- In any case, even satisFactory agreements arc likely to control
v some dimensicns of the balance. We will still have to improve
capabilities in other dimensions so as to counterhalance tmprove-
sts in the forces of potential oppenants, and particnlarly those of
syzict Unfon. 1t follows that, whether by mutual agreement or by
il action, we must invest the resources neeessary to assure that o
S0 torees are combat-ready, and that they are competicive both quali- MORICDF {f'
Cvody and quantitetively with those of the Soviet Union. : ' | .
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Sslortueately, 1 ocoinot assure the Congress that v will be oble to
LTatain an appropricte and stable Lalonce in the Nuture with o
cvarely reduced FY 1976 Ludget and vith a contintation. of the tivends

“f the past decide in .S, ond Soviet willtary expenditoras. ' .

Lo Defencse Ludgers

Prom FOOASOH through FY 1975, the Laseline U.S. dofensa bedget (with
facrurental war costs eecluded) has declined by 20 percent in real
S

teims.  To place this in context, total defense spending took 8.3

™

wreant of GNP oand 43 percent of total Federal spending in FY 1964, : ;
Lit in FY 1976 it now ceens likely to consume only 5.8 percent of GHp T
il less than 25 percent of total federal spending. ;
w2 estimate that over. the same period, Soviet miiitary spending has ;
inciessced by about L0 percent in real terms. The annval rate of in- f
credse in this spending has run at between 3 and & percent. : - ’ }

'

U.S. cefense spending exceeded that of the Soviet Union by about 2t
i

percent in FY 1964, 8y FY 1975, our best estimate is that Soviet : - ?
itlitary outlays had come to cxceed those of the United States by - :
shout 30 percent -- with retired pay included. If retired Py viesres

1]
1

excluded from both hudgets, Soviet military expeaditures might be as
much as 50 percent 4reater than cur owa.

07 equal significance, a substantial redistribution of resources has
tzken place within the U.S. defense budget. In FY 185k, personnel
costs amounted to about 43 percent of our defense outlays. By Fy 1975,
@5 a consequance of pay comparability laws and tha All-Yolunteer Force,
personnel costs had risen to'about 55 percent of outlays, even though
viilitary end civilian perspnnel had declined From 3.7 to 3.1 wmillion

» o and women.  The upshot is that resources devoted to operations and,
[

irzintenance, RDTEE, military construction,  and procurement have declined
by 12 parcent since FY 1954, Torthe bist of our knowledge, no such
redistiibution has tzken place within the Soviet militaﬁy,budget. o
Disparities between the two budgets canbobviously be talerated for

wrief pariods of time without adverse effects. But we cannot naintain
U2 nzcessary military balances with the Soviets -~ and the dotente

tht gocs

vith them -- when their military spending not oaly excceds . S
LUF Cu, Bub also centinues to rise while curs continues to fall, ;

2. Swrategic Huclesr Forces ‘ : : {'~‘l
— . | .

Buring the past decade, the United States has cut tis real expendi tures |

A sirategic nuclear forcees roughly in half., Soviet outtays for its " fl

“irhiegic forces -- calculated on a comparable basis -~ have nearly
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Podb wver the decahe, and have exceoded ULS, progrem expondi tures
“eer g owear since 1956, Ve ocstimater that thify vere at beant 60 percent

e than our oem by 1975, :

n ‘pf&u he:eltefs to Lhe conirary, the total nusboer of Taunchiors
(*. ters and missiles) dentoyed by the Unit:d Stetes has romained : . 3
nos eibly constant over the past 20 vears.,  The main changes have
Lo ia ratal megatonnage, which has ducliced, and in missile accuracy,
itproved. By contrast, the towl oosher of Soviet sirategic
NE Las increased drawatically and aow cxcods our cun, - Yith
wrobvge caount of throw-weight at their dicpasal, the Sovicets are

-

inning a rapid expansion of their Ha|n~ad inventory, aod

ke substaatial improvements in the accuracy of their [CBH's
as wll. HNot only are the Soviets deploying HIBY? s, Lh~xn warheads :
i1l have much highar yields than ours.

If these developments ccatinue into the 1980s, as we expuat they will,
the Hinuteman force will be increasingly at risk. Me in Defense are

not advecating in tha cuvrent budget the acquisition of majar ground- :
based alternatives to Minutcman. We are identifying the grawing threat, ;
the increascd vu)nerballlty, and the need to fund appropriate R&b pro-

grams to hedge against this risk and insure that options will be dvazI~
zhle in the future to ﬂann;aln a 1“nd based missile Yeqg in the triad.

ranpower has increasad by more than 29 Scviet military

establishment is now oinre than twice as 1 irae as our own.  Huch of
this increase has gone into th° buildup on the Chinese border, where
the Soviets now mainiain about L0 divisions. But the Soviet forces - -
facing Vestern Europa have alsa increased by more than 100,000 men,
winile NATO manpower has not changed significantly. o -
) B ) . N .

3. Goreral Purpose Forces o ' ; ' i :

Buring the past decadsz, U.S. mulltdry manpower for our baseline forces }

has declined hy some 20 percent. In thp ri Soviet military . i
B

*

As tha U.S. baseline defdnse budget has declined in real terms, and
&s cur manpower and force units have also declined, we have tried ta .
increase the sophistication and versatility of our weapons SYSLoems,

32 to a point, this can be znd has been a scasible Jt:chgy SuL
bare are Himits to the i

(‘.z

utility of trading in quantity for Gguality,
L c:afnnf-.fl‘tl“ ly unsophisticated opponents. . .

ts have been St*adily improving both the quariry and the
ty of the weapons in their general purposc forces In fact,
H they have increased the resources devoted o [hﬁSC Forces
= then 33 percent. In the area facing HATO this has meant,
coong otier developments, the intreducticn of SQ])“U;UHLIIld autsl?w;y
into their divisions, a ngth in the number of their tanks ~— in which
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et Ui Pact onlin e HATO by more than Lid-to-one -- o0} the

i ot of advancued wticck Airerafe, wodern meattious, amd mobi e
B osny air dcfenses, ‘ '
Ve Bl been aware for soue tine that Sovict doctrine callted For a
vipid Cal massive attack cn HATOYs Forvard-deploye fovces, vith the
Jdentise din the Central Region of reaching the nglich Channel in
B 0 0 two weoks. Yatil recently, bevresor, e have Folt ghag thare
WG vide gap betwoen the docirine amd ihe ﬂnvict-cupability to
ioolecnt Tt. As Sovict modernization progecas continue, ihe gap will

Sr

At the present time, NATO does not have an ausured npon-nuclear deter-

Tent to a blitzkrieg, and if present treads continue, our vicaknesses

in organized units, Firepower, and tactical nobility could result in

declining confidence in the deterrent -- despite our deployment of

t322ter nuclear forces. Vhen in the future a point aof pslitical or

Fitary peril MiGht arrive, | cannot specify with precision, Bue

unless we and our alljes increase our efforts saon, the deterrent power
170 must increasingly- be based upon the nuclear clements of the: HATG

zd. This is unwise, vie should be raising rather than lovering . the

lear threshold. The difficulty we are having in tnproving the

egic mobility of cur U.S.-based forces, and hence our ability to

orce Seventh Army, doas not}improve the prospect. '

e balanze of forcas in Europe is only part of our problem. Ac 4

time nation, not cnly must wa be concerncd about the freedom of

S-as; we must also have the capability to dcter attack on our sca

s of communication. Sut hefé;'too, cur posture leaves scmathing

2 desired, . During the last soven vears, our active Fleet has

fallen from over 800 to arecund Log sirips, and ve have gone from 23 ta

15 aircraft carriers, with two additional carriers scheduled for da~

commissioning during-the.current‘fiscal year. Although the Congress

has suthorized a major expansion and modernjzation of the current fleet,

our shipbuilding programs continue to be substantially underfunded.

As @ result, the Soviets now cqual ‘us in the number of surface combat--

ants, are ahead of us in attack submarines, and substantially exceed

us in doployed cruisz-missile capability. The character of tha Soviet

nzval ships is also charging. They are develeping greater endurance

At cca threough larger combatants and logistics support ships. At
sresent, they are building new submarines at a rate which is threp-to-
four times faster than our own.  They already have twuo helicopter
cruisers and a VSTOL aircraft carrier, “ '
gzcoeuse of cur advantages in carrier aviation, ASM, underiay veplenish-~
mant, and amphibicus assault forces, we are stiljy capeble of Lotk

t
prejeciing power ashore at great distances and keapiag essential sea
=3 6r:n to our shipping. Sut there are STA% near rto e Soviet Union

4
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fooovhich we could not ventire with Pnpnn ity in vartiee, cud we woold
o sl suffer heavy losses of combitanty and weerchant shipping in

e Viest menths oF 4 uar At sca. Yithin the next five yeinws, i f
e it treads are sot reversed, the threat to our sca linue of com-
penicetion will Lecome even more cuincus. | alzo Foreaee o Giravting

e

Fr.it by the USSR to develop force projection and sea conlrol capa- -
Piliviies, ohich untid recently have bean slmost entirely Tacking.,
G T ewlusions )
iile there are many uacertainties in an asscssucnt of this Kind, the
ijoer trends in the cowparison between the military efforts of the
Uni .d States and the Sovict Union are clear. By most of the availahle

heanures, American power is declining and Soviet pover Is vising. Ho
ShC €2 say precisely where the peril points lie as this process un~
lolds. But if real expendi tures by the United States remain constant
or coatinue to fall, while-real Soviet outlays continus teo rise, the -
peril points will occur in the relatively ncar future. oo

it will be argued that the Departuznt of Defense has been

i'o deubt
incificient in its use of resources, and that we can reverse .the
trends in the competition without eny real increascs in the defense

budget.  But the argument badly misses the mark. Whar we are witnessing*
4 S Y : ! g

in the international arana is the development of a great power -~ the

Suviet Unicn -~ dedicated to equalling and then excseding us in all

the quantitative and qualitative dimensions of military power.” The

rmotives hehind this development may he in dispute; the trends are not. )
iizither are the implications for the protection of U.S. interests"

woarldeide, for the cohasion of our alliances, and for the conduct of

sur diplemacy should we 21l the Soviets substantially ta exceed us ..

‘e can observe the evolution and grouth of Soviet military poer
adniringly and passively, *or we can take the actions necessary Lo
couniteract it and assure deterrence. | belfeve that we will make
‘thz latter choice'with the support of the Senate Appropriations
Cemmtittee under your chairmanship.

4

e » Sincerely,

Wi
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